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Abstract 
It would be a rare thing to visit an early years setting or classroom in Australia 
that does not display examples of young children’s artworks. This practice 
serves to give schools a particular ‘look’, but is no guarantee of quality art 
education. The Australian National Review of Visual Arts Education (NRVE) 
(2009) has called for changes to visual art education in schools. The planned 
new National Curriculum includes the arts (music, dance, drama, media and 
visual arts) as one of the five learning areas. Research shows that it is the 
classroom teacher that makes the difference, and teacher education has a large 
part to play in reforms to art education. This paper provides an account of one 
foundation unit of study (Unit 1) for first year university students enrolled in a 
4-year Bachelor degree program who are preparing to teach in the early years 
(0–8 years). To prepare pre-service teachers to meet the needs of children in the 
21st century, Unit 1 blends old and new ways of seeing art, child and pedagogy. 
Claims for the effectiveness of this model are supported with evidence-based 
research, conducted over the six years of iterations and ongoing development of 
Unit 1. 
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Introduction 
Ambiguities and contradictions inherent in art education have a long and enduring 
history, and teachers and pre-service teachers themselves are products of these 
ambiguous and competing messages. In Australia, in 2000, 86% of the large number 
surveyed considered the arts an important part of education (Australia Council for the 
Arts, 2000), and yet many students enrol in university programs with little or no basic 
skills in or knowledge about the arts. The Australian Federal Minister for the Arts has 
insisted that the ‘Government is committed to providing students with a world-class, 
rigorous national curriculum from kindergarten to year 12’ (Garrett, 2009). In the new 
national curriculum for Australian schools, Art (all five strands—music, dance, drama, 
media and visual arts) has been included as one of the five core curriculum areas. But in 
2009 the Australian National Review of Visual Arts Education (NRVE) gave a poor 
report card for visual art education in schools.  
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Ambivalence about art has become institutionalised, with artworks simultaneously 
attracting millions of dollars on the auction floor and being dismissed as unimportant 
frills (Berger, 1981). This ambiguity in society is mirrored in schools. Bright, colourful 
paintings give schools a look, and are read as evidence of busy, happy children. But art 
is often relegated to a rainy Friday afternoon activity. Beliefs about how best to teach art 
are similarly ambivalent. The notion, for instance, that art is so relative and personal 
that individuals should be left to figure it out for themselves has powerful and persistent 
influence on the shaping of practice in many early childhood settings. The fact that 
many students arrive at university with few or no skills or artistry, having themselves 
been left to develop naturally, gives the lie to this notion. 
 
The work of developing Unit 1 as a first year foundation unit in a four-year Bachelor of 
Education undergraduate program sits with Flood’s (2006) call for arts educators to 
accept and take leadership responsibility for both their discipline and their destiny: 
 
I believe it is time for arts educators to lead the way. We must be responsible for 
ensuring the map we want to follow is the one that we design and create. For too 
many years we have been trying to fit into other agendas, other constructions of 
education that have left many of us feeling dislocated and out of step. It is time 
to begin the new maps of learning with arts education forging new directions in 
learning that are firmly based in learning through the arts and from within the 
arts. (Flood, 2006, p. 134) 
 
Firstly, university arts educators have led the way by putting up their hands for 
substantive administrative and coordination positions, acting as strong advocates for the 
arts, and this has resulted in the establishment of three core arts units in the 4-year 
program. While this is unusual, it is not indefensible. This luxury of time and space in 
the tertiary curriculum affords space to address broad principles that apply across all 
five strands of the arts, but also to avoid the more common scattergun coverage of all 
five strands in a single semester. In Unit 1, learning about the power and value of the 
arts can be slowed down, making space for depth of knowledge and understandings to 
be developed through concentration on one strand—the visual arts. (Unit 2 follows with 
 4 
a focus on the performing arts, and Unit 3 is a capstone unit, where students plan and 
participate in a community arts project).  
 
Secondly, the design and creation of the Unit 1 map of learning sits firmly within the 
teaching/research nexus, and is designed as an inquiry into art as a contested site, where 
discourses of art, the child, and pedagogy meet and collide (see McArdle, 2001). In the 
21st century, we are surrounded by visual images, many of which shape our lives, 
cultures and histories. Young children need to be able to read and decipher these 
images, as well as understand that they are produced (New London Group, 1996), and 
that they themselves can use art as language, for communication. The primary goal of 
Unit 1 is to build in pre-service teachers an understanding of the power and value of art 
as language, as a way of knowing and seeingart for art’s sake and art for life’s sake.  
 
Thirdly, the new map of learning for Unit 1 insists that the students learn through doing. 
The difference between being told what to do and constructing one’s own knowledge 
has long been recognised in education (Dewey, 1902). According to Shulman’s (1986) 
framework, quality teaching requires discipline/content knowledge, curriculum 
knowledge, and pedagogical knowledge. Added to this is knowledge of self and culture 
(Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005). In Unit 1, students acquire these knowledges  
through and from within the arts—through first engaging in artistic and creative 
processes themselves. Through the task of creating a self portrait, students acquire basic 
art skills, techniques and knowledge. They also learn about themselves, and about issues 
such as race, culture, class, religion and identity, through art. Finally, through reflecting 
on and analysing their own learning experiences of art (past and current), they are 
assisted in recognising how the work of teaching is shaped by discourses of art, child 
and pedagogy. Through critical analysis of their own attitudes and capacities, students 
come to understand the implications for the teachers they want to be, and the young 
children they will teach. 
 
This new map of learning has proven effective in a number of ways. University policy 
and the current climate of accountability and student satisfaction are not antithetical to 
this model. New times call for new approaches, and the challenge for universities is to 
‘develop innovative ways of delivering arts-based learning opportunities to adults’ 
(Australia Council for the Arts, 2000, p. 86). However, there is risk involved in messing 
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with teaching. When university funding is tied to rating systems and students’ reported 
satisfaction, the stakes are high—and disrupting traditional forms of teaching and 
learning can make some students uneasy. Rather than answering the perceived 
expectation of providing ‘101 ideas for art activities’, this new teaching first engages 
students in intellectual challenge, connected with their own lifeworlds. Many students 
arrive unprepared for a version of art that is anything but soft. In addition, Unit 1 is 
delivered through a collaboration between artists and educators, each bringing to the 
table their own particular knowledges and expertise, and acknowledging their 
differences. Many students struggle with these differences, and encounter discomfort 
when their taken-for-granted beliefs are questioned: 
 
 I walked away from my first lecture feeling a bit anxious  . . .  I’ve just found out 
that creativity is central to the visual and performing arts  . . .  I believe that 
when it comes to being creative I’m at the lower end of the scale  . . .  (Journal 
entry, student T, 2004) 
 
Experiencing sheer horror at the start  . . .  (Online posting, student E, 2008) 
 
Claims about the effectiveness of this approach to teaching are supported by data 
generated through a range of quantitative and qualitative methods, some of which form 
part of the everyday teaching and learning strategies in Unit 1. For instance, systematic 
analysis of students’ assignments (proposals and learning journals) has directly 
informed yearly changes and improvements to the unit. Additional data has been 
specifically generated in Unit 1 through the use of surveys, focus groups, ‘graffiti walls’ 
and documented observations, in order to evaluate the broad goal of preparing teachers 
who will provide for quality art education in the early years, and to consider the more 
specific questions: 
(i) What do students learn in Unit 1?  
(ii) What do students do in Unit 1?  
Evidence-based research supports claims for some considerable successes in this tertiary 
context, and this paper reports on baseline data generated in the first iteration of the new 
map of learning, with some later data provided to illustrate the ongoing development of 
the unit. Unit 1 is not without its issues however, and some of these are also discussed 
in this paper. 
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Unit 1 
Enrolments in this core unit are generally around 150 students, including more than 30 
who study off campus through the Internet. The idea of learning through the arts, and 
learning from within the arts (Flood, 2006) is a challenge for some, and welcomed by 
others. The majority of the students are products of little or poor quality art education 
themselves, have shallow knowledge about art, and few or no skills and practices in it. 
Like any first year population of students, there is much diversity, and the design of 
Unit 1 allows for multiple entry points, accommodating levels of experience, 
confidence, enthusiasm, capacities, attitudes, histories, cultures.  
 
Many students arrive in Unit 1 with ‘art anxiety’ (Genever, 1996) and often with partial 
and incomplete memories of their own art education (Britzman, 1997). They have 
developed lifelong habits and ‘technologies of self’ (Foucault, 1988) for managing their 
inability to access art and artistry. For instance, they see art as a question of talent 
(which however they have missed out on), or choice, or as being of little or no 
importance, an optional ‘luxury’ for the few, the elite, as unavailable, or as a mystery. If 
left unaddressed, these attitudes and beliefs will be transferred to the children these 
students will teach—reinforcing the positioning of art as a matter of the personal, the 
individual, as un-teachable, un-learnable, a dismissible option, or a frill. Unit 1 aims to 
demystify art and to disrupt these lifelong habits of thought. Many students are 
surprised to learn of art as language, and to learn that, like other languages, art can be 
learned, and can be taught.  
 
Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the design of Unit 1: this same text is 
unpacked for students in the first lecture.  
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Fig 1 Design and structure of Unit 1 
 
The next section of this paper provides a brief overview of the content and conduct of 
Unit 1, outlining what students learn and what they do.  
 
Module One 
In the first four weeks (Module One) students attend a weekly lecture and tutorial, 
delivered by art educators. Students are introduced to the notion of art education as a 
contested site, where discourses of Art, the child and pedagogy meet and collide. 
Module One focuses on art—as language, as culture, as commodity, as ways of seeing 
and ways of knowing. Students are encouraged to examine and discuss various artworks 
and artists, including traditional, contemporary, and Australian Indigenous artworks. 
Students learn through art, and the deliberate selection of artworks provokes thinking 
about issues of aesthetics, spirituality, creativity, in addition to gender, culture, race, 
religion and identity/identities. At the same time, students learn form within art, and 
begin to read and use the language of art.  Just as learning to read verbal texts requires 
Assessment 1  (40%) 
Proposal 
What are you planning to 
communicate in your self 
portrait? How are you 
planning to do this?  
Research Artists & Identity 
Due: Week 4 
 
Module 1 Weeks 1-4 
Lectures, Tutorials, 
Interactive online learning 
experiences. Weekly 
Readings.  
 What are you learning about 
the arts discipline? 
What are you learning about 
skills and techniques? 
 Document in your journal  
Weeks 9-13 
Lectures, Tutorials, 
Interactive online learning 
experiences. Weekly 
Readings.  
What are you learning about 
pedagogy? 
What are you learning about 
the arts and young children?  
Document in your journal 
Studio Module Weeks 5-9 
Your self portrait 
This is your core learning 
experience for this unit. 
Your artwork is not 
graded. You spend 4 weeks 
in studio with support from 
practicing artists. Week 9 
is a sharing & celebration. 
Document in your journal 
 
Assessment 2 (60%) 
Reflective Journal 
Document your learning and processes. 
What have you learned? How have you 
learned? What questions do you still 
have? 
Due: Week 13 
Formative feedback, Week 7 
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learning about letters, symbol systems, words, syntax and grammar, so too they come to 
understand that there are elements and principles for ‘reading’ and composing art.  
 
Alongside the lecture program, students work in a purpose-built studio environment, 
where the art educators teach some basic skills of drawing, painting, print-making, and 
3-D (including clay and other forms of construction). Online interactive activities are 
designed to help the students to practise and acquire an arts vocabulary, using variations 
on Feldman’s four components of critique—describe, analyse, interpret, judgement 
(Feldman, 1981). Assessment for learning at the end of this module is designed to 
improve the chances for success in Module Two. Students are required to produce a 
formal proposal, which tentatively outlines what and how they will produce a self 
portrait using the artistic process to examine some aspect(s) of their identity(ies). The 
proposal must demonstrate evidence of research into art and artists, skills and 
techniques, and identity theories (e.g., Butler, 1999; Davies, 1993). It is made clear that 
these original plans may change over the four weeks as students work on their projects.  
 
Module Two 
For the most part, Module Two is turned over to doing, learning through and from 
within art. The conduct of these four weeks in the studio is a departure from the 
structure in Module One. Rather than continuing with a series of short, one-off, one 
week ‘activities’, students spend four weeks with a practising artist, who engages with 
their project ideas and helps them solve problems (both conceptual and technical). 
Lecture time is left free, for visits to art galleries and for other independent work. The 
goal here is to address any anxieties around art and, with the provision of adequate time, 
space and expertise, help to change attitudes. The artist helps build a community of 
learners, who collaborate to build confidence and resilience, with the aim of ensuring 
success for all. The genre of the self portrait is interpreted, not through a modernist, 
individualist lens but, rather, through a postmodernist recognition of the complexities 
and multiplicities of identity(ies). It is safe to assume, without meeting the students, that 
most will have something to say about themselves, and that they will bring some 
knowledge and connectedness to this task. It is the notion of art as language that is 
central to this task.  
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If young children are to learn to use art as language, they need the basic skills, 
techniques and knowledge—just as they need to learn letters, words and sentences. 
Teachers of young children then need to understand these basic skills, and to be able to 
teach them. Many students in Unit 1 have no basic skills, and the artist works to build 
their repertoire of skills and techniques, along with their confidence and creative 
processes. Contrary to some views of creativity as equating with a laissez faire 
pedagogy, a number of constraints have progressively been imposed at this point in Unit 
1. The students are compelled to engage in the task and to produce something, to a level 
that they will be prepared to share it with their peers in Week 9.  
 
In earlier iterations of Unit 1, the topic was left open, and students found it easy to 
revert to their art avoidance tactics. They were either unable to settle on a subject at all, 
or wasted their time with the artist, producing very little by the end of the four weeks. 
Others produced stylised child-like images of flowers, houses and butterflies. Some 
students invoked what they called abstract or postmodernist art, and their interpretations 
of these terms gave them permission to produce shallow, so-called symbolic work (one 
student presented a six-pack of beer bottles and a ‘pop-psychology’ explanation of how 
this served as a representation of himself). While this activity may have preserved his 
self esteem about his own artistry (and this is arguable), it would provide him with very 
few skills or tools to assist young children in learning to communicate through art.  
 
An artist is assigned to each tutorial group (usually around 25 students), and over the 
four weeks, works one-on-one with each student as required—demonstrating, 
modelling, teaching skills, techniques and shortcuts, making suggestions, nudging, and 
working alongside the student, in solving their particular problem. Students learn from 
each other as well as the artist, and they share ideas, techniques, and gossip. This time in 
the studio has proven to be a rare opportunity in contemporary university schedules for 
students to get to know each other, beyond their own group of closer friends. It is not 
uncommon for so-called ‘time poor’ students to request extra time in the studio, outside 
class time, making the studio a social space as well as a learning space.  
 
Issues related to artist/teachers and teacher/artists are discussed elsewhere (Burnaford, 
Aprill & Weiss, 2001); in addition, for Unit 1 the question of choosing the right artists 
was also an issue. Two artists who exhibit regularly were used, both of whom also had 
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extensive experience with teaching art with young children. Nevertheless, the artists do 
not wish to be seen as educators—their primary focus is the students’ art, and the 
quality of the self portraits they produce. Regular collaborative discussions between 
artists and educators explore this site where education and art meet, and the expertise of 
each is recognised (for more on this artist/teacher discussion, see Burnaford, Aprill & 
Weiss, 2001;  McArdle, 2001).  
 
In Week Nine, each student prepares a 2–3 minute presentation of their work, usually 
following Feldman’s (1981) four stages of critique as a framework. This requirement 
provokes a process/product debate among the students. Staff and students frequently 
rate this day as a powerful and memorable experience, and many students surprise 
themselves with the amount of labour and emotion they have invested in the project. 
Students who take this unit in external mode are invited to upload their finished work 
with a short statement to a virtual gallery online. One external student wrote: 
 
 . . .  this is the first time I have been able to see what my peers do. The gallery is 
a great idea for external students. (Online forum, 2006).    
 
While the studio module is a keystone of the design of Unit 1, the artworks produced 
are not awarded a grade. This is a deliberate decision, taking into account the student 
anxiety issues. However, in the first iteration, some (savvy?) students skipped the studio 
project, realising that no assessment was attached to this component. This was 
consistent with some research (e.g., Boud, 2000; Smith-Shank & Hausman, 1994) that 
found, for students, assessment drives curriculum. In response, a specific criterion was 
been written into the reflective journal, requiring authentic documentation of the studio 
experiences and processes. For some students, the creation of a safe space for self 
assessment in Week Nine enables another learning experience, where students can learn 
from their peers. They can assess their own efforts, without adding to the baggage by 
awarding a formal grade to the projects. 
 
Module Three 
Finally, the last four weeks of Unit 1 are turned over to deliberate and intentional 
teaching of critical and reflective practices, making links between the students’ personal 
learning experiences and principles for quality art education programs for young 
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children. Liberal humanist discourse produces entrenched taboos about structure, 
copying, and stifling creativity, as well as the developmental age/stage theories that 
dictate universal expectations of young children’s capacities. Combined, these 
discourses result in a ‘regime of truth’ (Foucault & Gordon, 1980) that makes teachers 
reluctant to teach. At the same time, teachers have ‘rules for breaking the rules’ and 
work to ‘teach without teaching’ (McArdle & McWilliam, 2005). So the mantras of 
self-expression, freedom and creativity sit alongside classroom walls decorated with 
twenty-five identical templates—‘bunny-bum art’. What some see as creativity, others 
see as mundane or as meaningless, frenzied activity (Pink, 2005). Children do however 
receive frequent and explicit instruction as they learn to read, write, count and calculate.  
 
Lecture content in Module Three introduces curriculum documents, historical and 
contemporary approaches to arts education, and examples of young children’s artistry 
(both un-taught, and taught). Sociological, critical and poststructural lenses are used to 
question the dominant developmental discourse that dominates much practice in the 
early years. Exemplary practices that illustrate the benefits of artists and teachers 
working together, such as those documented in the early childhood settings of the 
Reggio Emilia district in Italy (see Edwards, Gandini, & Forman, 1993), are critically 
analysed. In tutorials, students are challenged to begin developing their philosophy and 
list principles for providing quality arts programs for young children. Students learn 
about current research, approaches to planning, budgets and resources, optimal times for 
intentional teaching, ways and purposes for assessing and evaluating, and the 
importance of advocacy. Students demonstrate their learning and knowledge in this area 
through the last entries in their learning journals.  
 
As with all teaching, the development of Unit 1 is never complete, and each year 
adjustments, changes and improvements are trialled and evaluated. In the next section of 
this paper, some of the evidence-based research is presented and discussed, particularly 
the original benchmark data from the earliest iterations. Analysis supports claims for the 
effectiveness of the Unit 1 map of learning. New questions and new possibilities for 
further developments have also emerged from the data and analysis. 
 
Findings and Discussion 
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Sound baseline data informed initial developments in Unit 1, and this paper reports on 
the first survey results in some detail. Cross-sections from other data sources are 
included briefly, to triangulate some of the data. Over time, the teaching team in Unit 1 
generated a large body of data, including pre- and post- surveys, graffiti walls, copies of 
student journals and systemic student feedback surveys.  The main purpose in analysing 
this large body of data is to inform new iterations of Unit 1. What follows is a partial 
account of some preliminary analysis of the accumulated evidence, framed by the two 
questions: (i) What do students learn? (ii) What are students able to do?  
 
Closing gaps 
Initial findings after the first iteration indicated some positive changes in students’ 
attitudes, and growth in particular knowledges. For the pilot study in 2004, a pre- and 
post-test design was used to evaluate whether the unit was meeting objectives. Students 
were asked to fill out a survey in the Week 1 lecture, and the same survey again in the 
Week 13 lecture, when they had completed Unit 1 (See Appendix for copy of survey). 
From a possible 115 students who began the module, 57 matched pairs of surveys were 
received. The surveys were analysed using SPSS to identify changes in responses. It 
must be acknowledged though that over half the students did not complete the 
questionnaire twice, and this could be explained simply by attendance patterns in the 
last week of semester. There is also a possibility that a number of students were been 
disgruntled or disengaged, and chose not to respond. This data then is only an indication 
of changes in the 57 students who attended both the first and last lecture, and completed 
the questionnaire on both occasions. (Other strategies for data generation were applied 
in later years).  
 
  
Fig 2 I consider myself artistic 
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The data demonstrate that students’ perceptions of their artistic ability changed 
positively as a result of their experience in the programme. In response to the statement 
‘I consider myself artistic’, there were no longer any students who strongly disagreed, 
and more than half the students considered themselves artistic, to some degree. Whether 
others would agree with the students’ self assessment is another matter, and there is 
always the possibility that students are either harsh judges of their own capacities when 
it comes to the arts, or alternatively have a shallow understanding of artistry. 
Nevertheless, a reading of this data suggests that Unit 1 appears to reduce ‘art anxiety’ 
(Ashton, 2001; NRVE, 2009). The students’ reported shift in their own knowledge of 
self and identity might well impact on the young children they will teach.   
 
 
  
Fig 3 I am satisfied that I have enough knowledge to offer a satisfactory art programme 
in a school or setting 
 
The data again indicates that the students perceive their knowledge about art was 
increased at the completion of Unit 1. Overall, a considerable majority of the 
participants reported satisfaction with their level of knowledge, as compared with less 
than half at the beginning of the semester. No students strongly disagreed with the 
statement, and a reading of this data suggests some gains in content and curriculum 
knowledge (Shulman, 1987). Without further probing, it is not possible to presume too 
much about what the students consider a satisfactory program. For instance, many 
students may have begun with the expectation that Unit 1 would provide them with ‘101 
ideas for art’. These students might then feel that this is not appropriate, but could still 
be neutral or dissatisfied with the level of knowledge they now have. The data simply 
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indicate shifts, and can be interpreted as positive when gaps appear to have been 
narrowed.  
 
 
  
Fig 4 I believe it is important to have formal goals for the art programme 
 
The data (Figure 4) show evidence that a significant number of students came to realise 
that it was indeed necessary to have formal goals for art teaching. However, 
interestingly, the number who disagreed or were neutral about this question showed a 
slight increase. One explanation could be that the notion of formal goals is variously 
interpreted. Another possibility is that in this first iteration, students were left to choose 
their own topic for their project, so formal goals were not immediately apparent in their 
own personal experience. In response to this data and to other issues which arose, later 
iterations of Unit 1 limited their choice of project to a self portrait. The insistence on the 
Week Nine sharing proved a driver for some students to produce a quality product—
insisting that both process and product are important (McArdle & McWilliam, 2005). In 
later iterations, the connection between the formal goals of Unit 1 and curriculum 
design were made more explicit to the students.  
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Fig 5 I know people in the community that I can call upon to teach art in schools and 
settings 
 
Figure 5 indicates students’ learning about self, community and culture (Darling-
Hammond & Bransford, 2005). The data indicated marked changes in students’ reported 
awareness of people in the community upon whom they could call for assistance with 
their art education programme. There were significantly fewer students disagreeing. 
However, the shift appears to be to a neutral position, rather than to agreeing. A simple 
explanation could be that students did not know any artists prior to Unit 1, but then 
formed a connection with the artist who mentored them. Whether this knowledge 
extended to a stronger and broader connection with the importance of collaboration and 
community engagement is not apparent. One development that has followed on from 
this finding is the introduction of a third core arts unit, Unit 3, where students design 
and conduct quality art activities as part of a community arts project in their final year 
before graduating.  
 
 
  
Fig 6 I believe teachers should not interfere with children’s art 
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There was little change in reported attitudes to the role of the teacher and the place for 
teacher intervention in the artistic process. This was surprising, since the key underlying 
principle of Unit 1 is advocacy for intentional teaching in arts education (see Wright, 
2003).  The data indicated that this objective had not been met. Regarding intervention, 
the following qualitative data helps to explain the lack of change reported. While most 
students wrote along these lines: 
 
The artist’s input was excellent. She was very helpful and explained all concepts 
well.  
 
Another wrote: 
 
The artist was helpful to some, but some felt overwhelmed by expectations and 
criticism. Some of the work ended up being more of the artist’s idea. 
 
One student was definitely not happy: 
 
The artist had too much input. She tended to change your focus and ideas to suit 
her. This turned me off quite a bit. She was more satisfied with end products that 
were more abstract. 
 
The role of the teacher (when to intervene, when to stand back) is contentious and 
remains so—this is perhaps consistent with the ambivalence reflected in the literature 
and the histories of art education (McArdle & Piscitelli, 2002).  
 
Overall, the survey results provided the teaching team with some satisfaction after the 
first iteration of Unit 1, and these research findings informed future developments. In 
the following section of the paper, additional qualitative data sources are selected and 
analysed, to provide more detail on what the students learn and do, and to support 
claims for the potential of this model in preparing quality teachers.   
 
Self, community, culture 
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Many students were enthusiastic about their learning experiences, and reported a 
dramatic change in their expectations and beliefs about art. One student wrote: 
 
At first I was not too keen on this four week studio module. However, after 
making my project I really enjoyed it and took a lot away from this unit. (S32, 
qualitative comment on survey) 
 
Another wrote: 
 
I learned that art is a learned skill, and that I can be a bit artistic! My ‘process’ 
became more sophisticated. (S25, qualitative comment on survey) 
 
A systematic analysis of journal content is currently under consideration for the next 
iteration, using Shulman’s models and Darling-Hammond and Bransford’s later work to 
frame the analysis. Extracts from the work of one student, Troy, are presented here to 
illustrate what is a typical example of the experiences many students expressed in their 
journals.  
 
15/7 I walked away from my first lecture feeling a bit anxious. This is because 
I’ve just found out that creativity is central to the visual and performing arts  . . .  
I believe that when it comes to being creative I’m at the lower end of the scale  
 . . .  
22/7 The more I learn about art, the more open minded I am becoming  . . .  
23/7 Today was a day that I believe will stay entrenched in my mind for a long 
time. It has been well over 15 years since I last attempted to draw a picture of 
any kind, however today’s tutorial has changed that . . .  
25/7 In a short period of time I have discovered that not only can I be creative 
when it comes to the arts, I can produce pictures that are quite acceptable  . . .  
It has also given me a sense of self-pride  . . .  
13/8 I’ve just completed my first ever visit to an art gallery . . .  This day has 
shown me how powerful art can be and the effects it can have on people  . . .  
Because of art my son and I have shared an experience that we will both never 
forget. 
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9/9 Today I went to the art room to try and finalise how I was going to finish my 
art project. When I got there several other students were working hard on their 
projects  . . .  the interaction with my peers helped to give me direction and was 
influential in my final decisions  . . .  
13/9 Reflecting on the past 4 weeks of the studio art experience I have 
discovered some important aspects of art in early childhood education that all 
teachers should be aware of. I have been fortunate enough to be a part of an 
arts programme that has allowed me to be creative in my own way. It has done 
this by firstly allowing me time to develop ideas. Secondly by providing a variety 
of quality materials and resources that enabled me to experiment. Thirdly by 
enlisting teachers and artists who have a sound knowledge of  . . .  arts, and who 
use the guided approach to teaching. And lastly by exposing me to the work of 
other artists and peers. Without all these conditions I believe that I would of 
(sic) found it hard to complete the project, in fact I’d probably still be sitting at 
the desk trying to decide what to do.  
 
Troy’s entries map his progress from art anxiety, through some powerful learning 
experiences about art, self and community, and finish with the implications he draws 
from his own experience and applies to his developing pedagogical knowledge. Troy’s 
story is one that appears many times in the journals each year—showing progress from 
art anxiety to a growth in confidence and an enthusiasm for art—for art’s sake, and for 
life’s sake. 
 
Conclusion 
The goal of this first year unit is not to produce artists, but rather, to support pre-service 
students in beginning to acquire the knowledge, skills and professional commitments 
(Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005) that will enable them to provide high 
quality/high equity art education for all. While Unit 1 takes an innovative approach to 
tertiary teaching, it meets the policy requirements and initiatives of the institution, 
including flexible modes of delivery, authentic assessment, and First Year Experience 
principles. Students first learn about the discipline and its debates and issues. Then they 
learn through their production of a personal artwork, with the support and scaffolding 
provided by artists. Finally, students make connections, and apply their new learning to 
the principles for providing quality art programs for young children.  
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Unit 1 continues to develop, and evidence supports claims that this model of tertiary 
education provides students with effective and engaging learning experiences, about art 
and through art as a way of knowing and seeing. Emails from past students are the only 
accumulated evidence to date of any longitudinal impact due to Unit 1, extending 
beyond graduation. One graduate student wrote, in her first year of teaching: 
 
I got the job I wanted as preschool teacher at [school]. Throughout the year I 
have often thought how much I owe to you for opening my eyes up to the 
possibilities.  I am still constantly battling the idea—my way is not the only way 
and not necessarily the right way either—but I think I am succeeding in this 
battle  . . .  You'll be pleased to know there is no 'Bunny Bum' art.  I can't change 
everything in a day though. Anyway, I hope you are continuing to inspire the 
education students and would be teachers. (Past student, 2008, email) 
 
It is not possible to claim that this will occur for every student, and in fact, anecdotal 
evidence (and the NRVE) suggests that this is not the case. Any claims that a single unit 
in a 4-year teacher preparation course can change practice in schools would be naïve, 
and would be ignoring other powerful discourses in play—including the culture of 
schools and the current narrowing of curriculum to literacy, numeracy (and science). 
Learning through art is not antithetical to literacy and numeracy, and there is strong 
evidence to support arguments for the benefits of arts-rich programs to students’ success 
in all areas of the curriculum (see Fiske, 1999). A longitudinal study, tracking graduates 
through their first years of teaching, would provide valuable information to arts 
educators and teacher researchers.  
 
Like any new model or theory, the students of Unit 1 have been exposed to an approach 
that can work for better and worse (McArdle & McWilliam, 2005). As a model for 
future teacher preparation courses, the goal is for students to learn about the discipline, 
and the value and power of art. The students learn, through their own experience, that 
art is more than simply a fun thing that all young children naturally do. Unit 1 aims to 
motivate students to engage with lifelong appreciation of art, and to transfer this 
transformative experience of constructing new knowledge to their future work with 
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young children—to teach art through honouring the discipline and the learner, and 
working with children as co-artists and co-learners. 
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Appendix 
The student questionnaire contained the following list of questions and used a Likert 
Scale from 1 to 5 (5 = ‘strongly agree’, 3 = ‘average/neutral’, and 1 = ‘strongly 
disagree’).  
 
1. I consider myself artistic. 
2. I have studied art formally. 
3. I believe that you need to be artistic to offer an art program in an Early Childhood 
setting or a school. 
4. I believe it is important to offer art daily in schools and settings. 
5. I believe it is important to have formal goals for the art programme. 
6. I am satisfied that I have enough knowledge to offer a satisfactory art programme in a 
school or setting. 
7. I believe teachers should not interfere with children’s art. 
8. I believe the art program has different goals to the rest of education. 
9. I believe worksheets and stencils have a part in the art program. 
10. I know where to find information about art techniques suitable for children. 
11. I believe the process is more important than the product in early childhood art 
education. 
12. I believe it is important that children understand the vocabulary of art and use it in 
the classroom. 
13. I have a positive attitude to art and can convey this to other teachers, to parents, and 
to the community. 
14. I know people in the community that I can call upon to teach art in schools and 
settings. 
15. I believe schools have clear policies and adequate funds to support art education 
goals. 
 
Qualitative comment: Any other comments to make on arts education? 
 
 
